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eamed patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 16 February 2010 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)|3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Clalm(s) 1-16 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) \Z\ Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-16 is/are rejected. 
/)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment of 02/1 6/201 0 does not place the Application in condition 

for allowance. 

2. Claims 1-16 are currently pending. 

Status of the Objections or Rejections 

3. The rejection of claims 1 -1 6 from the Office Action dated 06/1 6/2009 are 
withdrawn in view of Applicant's argument that while column 9 of Table 2 in Tachikawa 
does indeed refer to "[01] at 1 mm depth (10^^ atoms/cm3)", the printed term "mm" 
clearly is a typographical error and should have been "pm". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 2-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "said zone of reduced oxygen concentration 
including said first major surface and all points in said substrate which are within 100 
microns of said first major surface" in lines 1-3, which renders the claim indefinite 
because "within 100 microns" does not further limit "within 75 microns" as recited in 
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claim 1 . It rather broadens the scope of the claim, whereas the dependent claim must 
narrow down the scope of the claim. Same reasoning applies to claims 3-6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the Invention was described In (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed In the United States before the Invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed In the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Tachikawa et al. (US 2003/0056715 A1). 

Regarding claims 1-6, Tachikawa teaches a silicon semiconductor substrate 
having a first major surface, a second major surface opposite the top surface, and an 
edge region connecting the first and second major surfaces (inherent features of a 
structure or any layer). Tachikawa further discloses the silicon semiconductor substrate 
has a zone of reduced interstitial oxygen concentration ([Oi]) of, for example, 2.8x10^^ - 
6.0x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see table 3) ([0047]), which is not greater than 3x10^^ atoms/cm^ 
as required by the instant claims, to a depth of 1 |jm from the first major surface of the 
substrate (see table 3) ([0047]), which is within 75 pm, 100 pm, 125 pm, 150 pm, 175 
pm or 200 pm (1 pm is within 75 pm, 100 pm, 125 pm, 150 pm, 175 pm or 200 pm). 
The silicon substrate can further have a nitrogen concentration in the range of 5x10^"* - 
1x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see [0030]). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

10. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tachikawa as applied to claim 1 above. 

Applicant is directed above for complete discussion of Tachikawa with respect to 
claim 1 above, which is incorporated herein. Tachikawa further discloses the silicon 
substrate can further have a nitrogen concentration in the range of 5x10^"^ to 1x10^^ 
atoms/cm^ (see [0030]), which overlaps with the claimed range (10^^ or more nitrogen 
atoms/cm^) of nitrogen concentration. In the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or 
lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists 
(MPEP § 2144.05, In re Wertheim). 
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11. Claims 1-8, 13 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gee (US 5468652) in view of Tachikawa et al (US 2003/10056715 
A1). 

Regarding claims 1-6, 8 and 16-18, Gee teaches a metal wrap through solar cell 
with holes (20) extending from the first major surface to the second major surface of 
silicon semiconductor substrate (24) (see col. 2, line 55 through col. 3, line 46; and 
Figure 1). 

Gee teaches the limitations of the instant claims, the difference being that Gee 
does not specifically teach that its silicon semiconductor substrate (24) can have the 
instant zone of reduced oxygen concentration. 

Tachikawa teaches a silicon semiconductor substrate having a first major 
surface, a second major surface opposite the top surface, and an edge region 
connecting the first and second major surfaces (inherent features of a structure or any 
layer). Tachikawa further discloses the silicon semiconductor substrate has a zone of 
reduced interstitial oxygen concentration ([Oi]) of, for example, 2.8x10^^ -6.0x10^^ 
atoms/cm^ (see table 3) ([0047]), which is not greater than 3x10^^ atoms/cm^ as 
required by the instant claims, to a depth of 1 pm from the first major surface of the 
substrate (see table 3) ([0047]), which is within 75 pm, 100 pm, 125 pm, 150 pm, 175 
pm or 200 pm (1 pm is within 75 pm, 1 00 pm, 1 25 pm, 1 50 pm, 1 75 pm or 200 pm). 
The silicon substrate can further have a nitrogen concentration in the range of 5x10^"* - 
1x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see [0030]). Tachikawa's silicon semiconductor substrate provides 
the advantage of an improved defect-free zone ([0001-0005]). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used 
Tachikawa's silicon semiconductor substrate for the silicon semiconductor substrate in 
Gee's solar cell because Tachikawa's silicon semiconductor substrate provides the 
advantage of an improved defect-free zone. 

Regarding claim 7, Tachikawa further discloses the silicon substrate can further 
have a nitrogen concentration in the range of 5x1 0^"* to 1x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see [0030]), 
which overlaps with the claimed range (10^^ or more atoms/cm^) of nitrogen 
concentration. In the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists (MPEP § 2144.05, In 
re Wertheim). 

Regarding claims 13 and 16, the determination of an appropriate thickness and 
surface area for Gee's in view of Tachikawa et al's semiconductor substrate would have 
been within the skill of an artisan. In the case where the general conditions of a claim 
are disclosed In the prior art, it is not Inventive to discover the optimum or workable 
ranges by routine experimentation (MPEP § 2144.05 MA, In reAller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 
105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955)). 

12. Claims 1-7 and 9-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tange (US 60051 85) In view of Tachikawa et al (US 2003/1 005671 5 A1 ). 

Regarding claims 1-6, 9-12, 14-15 and 17-18, Tange teaches a solar cell (10) 
formed from a silicon wafer having a thickness of 300 to 700 |jnn, wherein the wafer 
surface has ridges and valleys at reference sign (16); and has a portion near reference 
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sign (14) at tlie perimeter tliat is tliicker than the rest of the wafer (see col. 2, line 45 
through col. 3, line 50; and Figure 1). 

Tange teaches the limitations of the instant claims, the difference being that 
Tange does not specifically teach that its silicon wafer can have the instant zone of 
reduced oxygen concentration. 

Tachikawa teaches a silicon semiconductor substrate having a first major 
surface, a second major surface opposite the top surface, and an edge region 
connecting the first and second major surfaces (inherent features of a structure or any 
layer). Tachikawa further discloses the silicon semiconductor substrate has a zone of 
reduced interstitial oxygen concentration ([Oi]) of, for example, 2.8x10^^ -6.0x10^^ 
atoms/cm^ (see table 3) ([0047]), which is not greater than 3x10^^ atoms/cm^ as 
required by the instant claims, to a depth of 1 pm from the first major surface of the 
substrate (see table 3) ([0047]), which is within 75 pm, 100 |jm, 125 pm, 150 pm, 175 
|jm or 200 pm (1 pm is within 75 pm, 1 00 pm, 1 25 pm, 1 50 pm, 1 75 pm or 200 pm). 
The silicon substrate can further have a nitrogen concentration in the range of 5x10^"* - 
1x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see [0030]). Tachikawa's silicon semiconductor substrate provides 
the advantage of an improved defect-free zone ([0001-0005]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used 
Tachikawa's silicon semiconductor substrate for the silicon wafer in Tange's solar cell 
because Tachikawa's silicon semiconductor substrate provides the advantage of an 
improved defect-free zone. 
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Regarding claim 7, Tachikawa further discloses the silicon substrate can further 
have a nitrogen concentration in the range of 5x10^"* to 1x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see [0030]), 
which overlaps with the claimed range (10^^ or more atoms/cm^) of nitrogen 
concentration. In the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges 
disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists (MPEP § 2144.05, In 
re Wertheim). 

Regarding claims 13 and 16, the determination of an appropriate thickness and 
surface area for Tange's in view of Tachikawa's semiconductor substrate would have 
been within the skill of an artisan. In the case where the general conditions of a claim 
are disclosed In the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable 
ranges by routine experimentation (MPEP § 2144.05 MA, In reAller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 
105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955)). 

Response to Arguments 
13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-16 have been fully considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argues that while column 9 of Table 2 in Tachikawa does indeed refer 
to "[Oi] at 1 mm depth (10^^ atoms/cm3)", the printed term "mm" clearly is a 
typographical error and should have been "pm" (see Remarks). 

This argument is persuasive and is moot of in view of new ground of rejection as 
presented above. However, Tachikawa explicitly discloses the silicon semiconductor 
substrate has a zone of reduced Interstitial oxygen concentration ([Oi]) of, for example, 
2.8x10^^ -6.0x10^^ atoms/cm^ (see table 3) ([0047]), which is not greater than 3x10^^ 
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atoms/cm^ as required by the instant claims, to a depth of 1 pm from the first major 
surface of the substrate (see table 3) ([0047]), which is within 75 pm, 100 pm, 125 pm, 
150 pm, 175 pm or 200 pm (1 pm is within 75 pm, 100 pm, 125 pm, 150 pm, 175 pm or 
200 pm). 

Correspondence/Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GOLAM MOWLA whose telephone number is (571) 
270-5268. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 0800-1830 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, ALEXA MECKEL can be reached on (571) 272-1446. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/Alexa D. Necl^el/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



